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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH (S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Prosecution Application 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of the "conditional" request for a Continued Prosecution 
Application (CPA) filed on 06/15/2001 under 37 CFR 1.53(d) based on prior Application 
No. 09/226,939. Any "conditional" request for a CPA submitted as a separate paper is 
treated as an unconditional request for a CPA. Accordingly, the request for a CPA 
application is acceptable and a CPA has been established. An action on the CPA 
follows. 

2. Claims 1 -8 and 30 are allowable. 

3. Claims 1-30 are pending in this application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
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not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103© and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 9 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No, 5,832,484 issued to Sankaran et al. (hereinafter as Sankaran) and in 
view of US Patent No. 5,970,490 issued to Morgenstern. 

With respect to claim 9, Sankaran discloses dependency graph (a tree data 
structure) as claimed (see fig. 5B, 6A, 6B and 6C, col. 5, lines 1-12, col. 18, lines 4-16). 

Sankaran does not explicitly indicate "querying a database catalog for the 
dependencies, and doing the query recursively until all basic dependencies are 
generated into a dependency tree." 

However, Morgenstern discloses the querying for the database schema as 
claimed (col. 13, lines 39-45, and lines 53-57); recursion as claimed (col. 13, lines 18- 
24, and col. 14, lines 15-46). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran with the 
teachings of Morgenstern so as to have a method for generating a basic dependency 
tree or graph because the combination would eliminate codirig errors while declaring 
parameter data types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for 
the declared parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user 
defined types as parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be 
used to execute a code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 15, Sankaran discloses dependency graph (a tree data 
structure) as claimed (see fig. 5B, 6A, 6B and 6C, col. 5, lines 1-12, col. 18, lines 4-16). 
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Sankarpn does not explicitly indicate, "to identify cyclic dependencies among 
database code objects." 

However, Morgenstern discloses the cyclic directed graphs and dependency 
graph data structure as claimed (col. 20, lines 46-60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of prdinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran with the 
teachings of Morgenstern so as to have a method for identifying cyclic dependencies 
among database code objects because the combination would eliminate coding errors 
while declaring parameter data types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time 
initializing values for the declared parameters; allow for executing subprograms that 
take complex user defined types as parameters and also provide a complete execution 
facility that can be used to execute a code object in the database code object 
debugging environment. 

5. Claims 10-11, 13, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 5,832,484 issued to Sankaran et al. (hereinafter as 
Sankaran) and in view of US Patent No. 5,970,490 issued to Morgenstern, and further 
in view of US Patent No. 5,325,531 issued to McKeeman et al. (hereinafter as 
McKeeman). 

With respect to claim 10, Sankaran in view of Morgenstern discloses a method of 
generating a basic dependency tree as discussed in claim 9. 

Sankaran in view of Morgenstern does not explicitly indicate "part of a database 
code object debugging tool." 

However, Mckeeman discloses a database code object debugging tool as 
claimed (col. 5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of brdinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran in view of 
Morgenstern with the teachings of McKeeman so as to have a method for debugging 
tool because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter 
data types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in t the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Sankaran in view of Morgenstern discloses a method of 
generating a basic dependency tree as discussed in claim 9.* 

Sankaran in view of Morgenstern does not explicitly indicate, "to identify calling 
paths in a database." 

However, Mckeeman discloses the paths in a database code coverage tool as 
claimed (col. 5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran in view of 
Morgenstern with the teachings of McKeeman so as to have a method for identifying 
calling paths ip a database because the combination would eliminate coding errors 
while declaring parameter data types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time 
initializing values for the declared parameters; allow for executing subprograms that 
take complex user defined types as parameters and also provide a complete execution 
facility that cap be used to execute a code object in the database code object 
debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 13, Sankaran in view of Morgenstern discloses a method of 
generating a basic dependency tree as discussed in claim 9. 
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Sankaran in view of Morgenstern does not explicitly indicate "a database code 
object testing fool." 

However, Mckeeman discloses a testing tool as claimed (col. 2, lines 34-60, col. 
5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 

Therefqre, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran in view of 
Morgenstern with the teachings of McKeeman so as to have a method for testing tool 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 16, Sankaran in view of Morgenstern discloses a method of 
generating a basic dependency tree as discussed in claim 9. 

Sankaran in view of Morgenstern does not explicitly indicate "a dependency 
graph presentation tool." 

However, Mckeeman discloses the tool as claimed (col. 2, lines 34-60, col. 5, 
lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran in view of 
Morgenstern with the teachings of McKeeman so as to have a presentation tool 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
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parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

6. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,832,484 issued to Sankaran et al. (hereinafter as Sankaran) and in view of 
US Patent No : 5,970,490 issued to Morgenstern, and further in view of US Patent No. 
5,692,193 issued to Jagannathan et al. (hereinafter as Jagannathan). 

With respect to claim 12, Sankaran in view of Morgenstern discloses a method of 
generating a basic dependency tree as discussed in claim 9. 

Sankaran in view of Morgenstern does not explicitly iridicate "a database code 
object profiling tool." 

However, Jagannathan discloses a database code object profiling tool as 
claimed (col. 11, lines 1-8). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran in view of 
Morgenstern with the teachings of Jagannathan so as to have a method for profiling tool 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; ajlow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

7. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,832,484 issued to Sankaran et al. (hereinafter as Sankaran) and in view of 



Application/Control Number: 09/226,939 
Art Unit: 2172 



Page 8 



US Patent No, 5,970,490 issued to Morgenstern, and further in view of US Patent No. 
5,561 ,763 issued to Eto et al. (hereinafter as Eto). 

With respect to claim 14, Sankaran in view of Morgenstern discloses a method of 
generating a basic dependency tree as discussed in claim 9. 

Sankaran in view of Morgenstern does not explicitly indicate "to identify 
dependent objects that are INVALID in the database." 

However, Eto discloses the INVALID in the database as claimed (col. 10, lines 
12-21, col. 17^ lines 4-57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Sankaran in view of 
Morgenstern with the teachings of Eto so as to have a method for identifying dependent 
objects that are INVALID in the database because the combination would eliminate 
coding errors while declaring parameter data types in the anonymous blocks, at the 
same time initializing values for the declared parameters; allow for executing 
subprograms that take complex user defined types as parameters and also provide a 
complete execution facility that can be used to execute a code object in the database 
code object debugging environment. 

8. Claims 17-18, 20, 22-23, 25, 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 5,325,531 issued to McKeeman et al. (hereinafter as 
McKeeman) and in view of US Patent No. 5,926,819 issued to Doo et al. (hereinafter as 
Doo). 
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With respect to claim 17, McKeeman discloses recursion parser as claimed (col. 
22, lines 62-67, and col. 23, lines 1-48); dependency graph as claimed (col. 5, lines 19- 
67, and col. 6, lines 1-12). 

McKeeman does not explicitly indicate "database triggers, the dependency graph 
to identify DML statements that "fire" triggers so as to identify dependencies on 
triggers." 

However, Doo discloses some databases implement replication by defining 
triggers when DML statements are executed as claimed (col. 1 , lines 60-67, col. 2, lines 
1-63, and col. 4, lines 45-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman with the 
teachings of Qoo so as to have a method of generating dependency information 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 18, Mckeeman discloses the paths in a database code 
coverage tool as claimed (col. 5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 

With respect to claim 20, Mckeeman discloses a testing tool as claimed (col. 2, 
lines 34-60, col. 5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 
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With respect to claim 22, McKeeman discloses recursion parser as claimed (col. 
22, lines 62-67, and col. 23, lines 1-48); dependency graph as claimed (col. 5, lines 19- 
67, and col. 6, lines 1-12). 

McKeeman does not explicitly indicate, "to identify dependencies on triggers." 

However, Doo discloses some databases implement replication by defining 
triggers when DML statements are executed as claimed (col. 1 , lines 60-67, col. 2, lines 
1-63, and col. 4, lines 45-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman with the 
teachings of Qoo so as to have a method of generating dependencies of code objects 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object inthe database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 23, Mckeeman discloses the paths in a database code 
coverage tool as claimed (col. 5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 

With respect to claim 25, Mckeeman discloses a testing tool as claimed (col. 2, 
lines 34-60, col. 5, lines 19-56, and col. 6, lines, 1-12). 

With respect to claim 27, McKeeman discloses dependency graph (col. 17, lines 
46-67, and col. 18, lines 1-4), and a code mechanism for generating a dependency 
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graph as claimed (col. 3, lines 34-67, col. 5, lines 19-67, col. 6, lines 1-12, col. 17, lines 
20-67, and coj. 1 8, lines 1-40). 

McKeeman does not explicitly indicate "a digital computer, a database server 
coupled to the computer; a database coupled to the database server, the data including 
code object, specifications of packages, implementations of packages, specifications of 
type, implementations of types, and triggers..." 

However, Doo discloses computer system item 100 (col. 4, lines 1-20), database 
server and database as claimed (col. 5, lines 43-67), implementations as claimed (col. 
2, lines 18-25, and col. 7, lines 25-35), and triggers as claimed (col. Col. 4, lines 45-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman with the 
teachings of Roo so as to have a method of generating dependency information 
because the-combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters arid also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 28, McKeeman discloses recursion parser as claimed (col. 
22, lines 62-67, and col. 23, lines 1-48); dependency graph (col. 17, lines 46-67, and 
col. 18, lines 1-4), and a code mechanism for generating a dependency graph as 
claimed (col. 3, lines 34-67, col. 5, lines 19-67, col. 6, lines 1-12, col. 17, lines 20-67, 
and col. 18, lines 1-40). 
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McKeeman does not explicitly indicate "a digital computer, a database server 
coupled to the computer; a database coupled to the database server, the data including 
code object, specifications of packages, implementations of packages, specifications of 
type, implementations of types, and triggers..." 

However, Doo discloses computer system item 100 (col. 4, lines 1-20), database 
server and database as claimed (col. 5, lines 43-67), implementations as claimed (col. 
2, lines . 18-25, and col. 7, lines 25-35), and triggers as claimed (col. Col. 4, lines 45-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman with the 
teachings of Doo so as to have a method of generating dependency information 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; ajlow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 29, McKeeman discloses recursion parser as claimed (col. 
22, lines 62-67, and col. 23, lines 1-48); dependency graph (col. 17, lines 46-67, and 
col. 18, lines f-4), and a code mechanism for generating a dependency graph as 
claimed (col. 3, lines 34-67, col. 5, lines 19-67, col. 6, lines 1-12, col. 17, lines 20-67, 
and col. 18, lines 1-40). 

McKeeman does not explicitly indicate "a digital computer, a database server 
coupled to the computer; a database coupled to the database server, the data including 
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code object, specifications of packages, implementations of packages, specifications of 
type, implementations of types, and triggers..." 

However, Doo discloses computer system item 100 (col. 4, lines 1-20), database 
server and database as claimed (col. 5, lines 43-67), implementations as claimed (col. 
2, lines 18-25, and col. 7, lines 25-35), and triggers as claimed (col. Col. 4, lines 45-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman with the 
teachings of Doo so as to have a method of generating dependency information 
because the combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data 
types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared 
parameters; ajlow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as 
parameters and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a 
code object in the database code object debugging environment. 

9. Claims 19 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 5,325,531 issued to McKeeman et al. (hereinafter as McKeeman) 
and in view of US Patent No. 5,926,819 issued to Doo et al. (hereinafter as Doo), and 
further in view of US Patent No. 5,692,193 issued to Jagannathan et al. (hereinafter as 
Jagannathan), 

With respect to claim 19, Mckeeman in view'of Doo discloses a method of 
generating dependency information as discussed in claim 17. 

Mckeeman in view of Doo does not explicitly indicate "a database code object 
profiling tool." 
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However, Jagannathan discloses a database code object profiling tool as 
claimed (col. 11, lines 1-8). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Mckeeman in view of Doo 
with the teachings of Jagannathan so as to have a method for profiling tool because the 
combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data types in the 
anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared parameters; 
allow for executing subprograms that take complex, user defined types as parameters 
and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a code object 
in the database code object debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 24, Mckeeman in view of Doo discloses a method of 
generating dependency information as discussed in claim 22. 

Mckeeman in view of Doo does not explicitly indicate "a database code object 
profiling tool." \ 

However, Jagannathan discloses a database code object profiling tool as 
claimed (col. 11, lines 1-8). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Mckeeman in view of Doo 
with the teachjngs of Jagannathan so as to have a method for profiling tool because the 
combination would eliminate coding errors while declaring parameter data types in the 
anonymous blocks, at the same time initializing values for the declared parameters; 
allow for executing subprograms that take complex user defined types as parameters 
and also provide a complete execution facility that can be used to execute a code object 
in the database code object debugging environment. 
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10. Claims 21 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 5,325,531 issued to McKeeman et al. (hereinafter as McKeeman) 
and in view of US Patent No. 5,926,819 issued to Doo et al. (hereinafter as Doo), and 
further in view of US Patent No. 5,561,763 issued to Eto et al. (hereinafter as Eto). 

With respect to claim 21 , Mckeeman in view of Doo discloses a method of 
generating dependency information as discussed in claim 17. 

Mckeeman in view of Doo does not explicitly indicate "to identify dependent 
objects that are INVALID in the database." 

However, Eto discloses the INVALID in the database as claimed (col. 10, lines 
12-21, col. 17, lines 4-57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman in view of Doo 
with the teachjngs of Eto so as to have a method for identifying dependent objects that 
are INVALID ip the database because the combination would eliminate coding errors 
while declaring parameter data types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time 
initializing values for the declared parameters; allow for executing subprograms that 
take complex user defined types as parameters and also provide a complete execution 
facility that cap be used to execute a code object in the database code object 
debugging environment. 

With respect to claim 26, Mckeeman in view of Doo discloses a method of 
generating dependency information as discussed in claim 22. 

Mckeeman in view of Doo does not explicitly indicate "to identify dependent 
objects that are INVALID in the database." 

However, Eto discloses the INVALID in the database as claimed (col. 10, lines 
12-21, col. 17, lines 4-57). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of McKeeman in view of Doo 
with the teachings of Eto so as to have a method for identifying dependent objects that 
are INVALID ip the database because the combination would eliminate coding errors 
while declaring parameter data types in the anonymous blocks, at the same time 
initializing values for the declared parameters; allow for executing subprograms that 
take complex user defined types as parameters and also provide a complete execution 
facility that can be used to execute a code object in the database code object 
debugging environment. 



Contact Information 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Anh Ly whose 
telephone number is (703) 306-4527. The examiner can be reached on Monday - Friday 
from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful, see the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu, can be reached on (703) 305-4393. 
Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to: 

(703) 308-9051 (for formal communications intended for entry) 
or: 
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(703) 3Q5-9724 or (703) 308-6606 (for informal or draft communications, please 
label "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Fourth Floor (receptionist). ■ 

Inquiries of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 




August 8 ,n , 20Q1 



V^/KIM VU v 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 




